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CHAPTER 1, THE PROGRAM 



The Skills Remediation in Readine f or Optional Assign- 
ment Prog:ram t (commonly referred to as TOPS;, was conducted 
for 4569 students in 27 high schools from September 1| 1974 
to June 30, 1975, Nineteen of the high schools began the pro- 
gram in the Fall Tem and eight of the high schools Instituted 
the program on February 1, 1975* 

The staffing of the TOPS Program included one super- 
visor, one assistant coordinator two teacher- trainers , 58 
teachers, 58 paraprof esslonals , and one school secretary * 

Selection of Students , The subjects were Title 1 
Optional Asstgrjaent students in srades 9-12, whose reading 
ability was a minimuni of two years below grade level based on 
the Metropolitan Reading Tests, The subjects were s€.ected by 
the guidance counselor in the participating high schools , 

Program Treatment * As a result of participation in 
the TOPS Program, the reading grades of the subjects were to 
show a statistically significant difference between the real 
or actual posttest score and the predicted posttest score on 
the Metropolitan Reading Tests. 

Program Implementatiori. The TOPS Program operated 
in 56 Reading Skills Centers (Labs). The Labs were equipped 
with abundant reading materials and equipment. The 4569 
students were assigned to a daily period of reading instruc"^ 
tictn in addition to their regular English classes. 

The thrust of the program was that of Individualized 
instruction using diagnostic prescriptive techniques in the 
reading skills lab. Since the class size was limited to 15 
students, they received optimum attention and instruction 
based on the analysis of their strengths and weaknesses in 
reading. As needed, the students were instructed in the mastery 
of word-attack skills,' of phonetic and structural analysis, in 
the acquisition of vocabulary through context skills, in the 
various comprehension skills involved in getting and inter- 
preting the meaning of the printed page, in the application of 
appropriate reading rates, and in the techniques of increasing 
reading rate. The students were encouraged to read extensively , 

TOPS Program Organization an d Administration , A 
highly organized and effective system was arranged for the 
operation and management of the reading skills labs, Mr, 
Leonard Kantrowitz, Supervisor, distributed checklists to ©ach 
teacher specifying the various tasks to be performed in the 
program. These tasks were the setting-up of the reading . ; 
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skills center^ setting students acquainted with the routines, 
administering pre and post MAT tests, motivating students and 
administering diagnostic tests. 

Staff AGtivitles , The TOPS Program staff activities 
were organized along the lines of an Instructional team model. 
Their various activities . and duties are succinctly described 
in this section i 

Supervisor. The supervisor was responsible for organizing 
and supervising all TOPS Program activities. Duties included 
training teachers in the program in the techniques of individ- 
ualizing reading instruction^ supervising the training of 
teachers and aides in the schools, observation In the schools, 
ordering supplies and materials, and preparing budgets and 
modifications, 

. One assistant coordinator . The assistant coordinator 
assisted In administering the program by carrying out the 
myriad details necessary for the day-to-day operation. 

Two teacher-t rainers . the teacher^ trainers visited assigned 
schools on a regular basis to assist in training the classroom 
teachers in the techniques of Individualizing instruction, 
student record keeping, and standardized test administration i 
They also served as disseminators of newer ideas in reading 
and assisted with dealing of various problems which occurred 
In the program. 

Teachers . The 58 teachers set up the reading labs, diag,- 
n©*sed pupil strengths and weaknesses, planned remediation 
activities, administered reading tests , pertodtcally assessed 
and modified the prescriptions of Instruction, maintained 
accurate records of attendance of each student assigned to 
their classes, conducted individual and small group instruction, 
and trained and supervised the paraprof esslon. 

Paraprofes signals . The 58 paraprof esslonals were assigned 
to each teacher for each class period. They assisted in main- 
taining materials and equipment and keeping records i They 
engaged In tutorial instruction under the supervision and 
direction of the teacher, 

FagllltleSi. The participating high schools provided 
for classrooms or other space that were used as reading skills 
centers. In general the facilities were allocated solely for 
use as a reading skills center. There were approximately 
five locations where the facilities were used for other class- 
room purposes in addition to Its use for the TOPS Program ^ 

Supplies and Eaulpment . The following Items ware 
provided for the TOPS Programs 1. Textbooks, workbooks, and 
kits (for Individualized lnstructlon--largely multi-level, 
high ethnic Interest, urban oriented and self -correcting. 2, 
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Paperbacks for class library (for high Interest pleasure read- 
ing), 3, Cassette tapes and tape recordings for Instruction 
In phonics and other skills t 4. Cassette-type recorders and 
headsets* 5* Storage cabinets for equipment and materials. 
6. Printing and paper costs for dissemination of tnforTOatlon, 
teacher-made Instructional materials, and materials for train- 
ing sessions i 7, General materials such as Scone Magazine 
for motivating pupils to read supplementary literature. 
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CHAPTER TIs EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES 



This chapter contains i 1. the statement of the evalua- 
tion objecclves as they appear In the design, 2. the evaluative 
Lnstruraents specified for each evaluation objectives, 3. per- 
tinent dates of the evaluative process, and 4. an explanation 
of data loss , 

E valuation Oblective #1 i To determine whether, as a 
result of participation In the Remedial Raadlng Project, the 
reading grade of the students will show a statistically signi- 
ficant difference between the real posttest score and the pre- 
dicted posttest score. 

... Evaluation Oblective #2 i To determine the extent to 
which the program, as actually carried out, coincided with the 
program as described in the Prolect Proposal . 

Evaluation Instruments for Oblective ?>l s The Metro- 
politan Achievement Tests in Reading were the instruments used 

Evaluation ,0b lectlve #1 . Forms H and F (intermediate and 
Advanced Levels) were used for the prettest. Form G (Inter- 
mediate and Advanced Levels) was used for the posttest. 

The Historical Regression Method was utilized to analyze 
the data for E yalua tion Qbiectlv e # 1 . 

Evaluation Instrumenta f or Objective #2 s Two instru- 
ments for Evaluation Objective #2 were developed by the eval- 
uator. The Program Im plementatioh Checklist Included three- 
sectionsi 1. Activities of Staff , 2. Administrative Period 
Assignments, 3, Functions of Educational Assistant. The 
first section contained 12 duties specified In the evaluation 
design, the second section contained 11 duties as specified, 
and the third section contained 15 duties as specified, 

The Evaluati on Form for Cl assT-nnm nh servations was 
developed by the evaluator for data gathering during his visits 
to the_ reading skills centers of the TOPS Program . The criteria . 
items m this form werei 1, Leai-nlng environment of the skills 
center, 2. Quality of class activities, 3. Teacher prepara- 
tion for the class activities, 4. Teacher^s attitude, 5. 
Student's work, 6. Student's attitudes, 7. Quality of the ■ 
instructional materials and equipment, 8, Adequacy of Facilities, 
9. Utilization of equipment, 10. Individual unlt»s implement- 
ation of TOPS_Prg£ram objectives , 11. Program strengths, 
12. Program weaknesses or problems, and 13. Suggestions. 

The rating scale used in the Evaluation Form for Class - 
room Obs ervations was 5 for excellent, 4 for very good, 3 for 
good, 2 for fair and 1 for poor. 
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Dates of Pre and Posttesting , The dates of the Fall 
Term prettest were from Sepcember 25 through October 18, 1974, 
The dates of the Spring Term prettest were from January 14 
through March 24, 1975. The dates of the Fall Term posttest 
were from January 14 through January 25, 1975 and the dates 
Spring Term posttest were from May 22 through June 3, 

1975# 

Dates of Visits to Schools , The evaluator completed 
30 half-day and 8 full day visits to school sites In conjimction 
with the TOPS Program from October 31, 1974 through June 3, 
1975, The evaluator also attended three of the training ses-^ 
slons provided for the TOPS personnel. In addition, the eval- 
uator presented an Interim evaluation report of the TOPS Pro -- 

at a meeting of reading coordinators, teacher- trainers , 
and central office personnel in the Spring of 1975, 

Data Loss, The loss of data are reported in the 
appropriate form attached to this report. Data were obtained 
from 3704 of the 4569 (81,1 per cent) students In the TOPS 
Program > This represents a data loss of 18.9 per cent, the 
reasons for the data loss as Indicated by the teachers and the 
numbers in the several categories are? truant, 427 i absent, 
188t discharged, 17S| transferred, 29- dropped, 21, graduated, 
9| moved, 5| refused to take test, 3| medical reason, 3| and 
suspended, 2. 

The difficulties with respect to the students not 
tested are varied, human, personal and complex. The evaluator 
is satisfied that the teachers diligently attempted to obtain 
test data from the maximum number of the students actively 
engaged In the TOPS classes. 
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CHAFTim III. FINDINGS 

This chapter includes s 1, findings in context of the 
evaluation objectives, 2. adequacies of facilities and materials, 
3. statement of discrepancy analysis, 4. servicing the needs 
of the specific target population, and 5, statement about last 
prior evaluation reconmendatlons . 

Findings in context of evalu ation obiectlves. The find- 
ings related to Ivaluation Objectives #1 and #2 are reported 
in this section. 

Evaluation Objective #li To deterTOine whether, as a^ 
result of participation in the Remedial Reading Project, the 
reading grade of the students will show a statistically signi- 
ficant difference between the actual posttest score and the 
predicted posttest score. 

Findings of Evaluation Objective #is As a result of 
participation in the Remedial Reading Project, (TOPS ProBram) 
the mean reading grade of 3704 students in the 9th, 10th, 11th, 
and 12th grades, did show a statistically significant difference 
between the actual posttest and the predicted posttest mean 
scores at the .01 level. These data are reported in Table 30A 
which is attached to this report. 

It is Important to note that 1191 students of the 3704 
tested, or 32.1 per cent, participated in the TOPS Program for 
only one term. This fact, along with the predicted posttest 
scores of students in the low achievement categories of 2.0 to 
5.0, weighted and lower the overall predicted posttest mean 
scores . 

An Inspection of the data in Table 30A reveals the 
followingi 

1. For the 9th grade, the pretest mean score was 5.27, the 
predicted posttest mean score was 5.74, and the actual posttest 
mean score was 5.89. Therefore, the 9th graders achieved a mean 
growth of 6.2 months and exceeded the predicted score by 1.5 
months. Through the statistical analysis of these data the_t 
value of 18.45 was obtained, which was significant at the .01 
level with 1039 degrees of freedom. 

2. For the 10th grade', the pretest mean score was 5.81, 
the predicted posttest mean score was 6.27, and the actual piost- 
test mean score was 6.39. Therefore, the 10th graders achfteved 
a mean growth of 5.8 months and exceeded the predicted postteiot 
mean score by 1 . 2 months . Through the stattstical analysis of 
these data the t value of 11.49 was obtained, which was signi- 
ficant at the .01 level with 1394 degrees of freedom. 
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3. For the lltli grade, the pretest mean score was 5.98, 
the predicted posttest score was 6.43, and the actual posttest 
mean score was 6,50. Therefore, the 11th grade students achieved 
a mean growth of 5,. 2 months and exceeded the predicted mean 
score by. 0.7 month. Through the statistical analysis of these 
data the t value of 6.63 was obtained, which was significant 

at the .01 level with 936 degrees of freedom. 

4. For the 12th grade, the pretest mean score was 6.27, 
the predicted posttest score was 6.70, and the actual posttest 
mean score was 6.99. Therefore , the 1 athgj-ade students achieved 
a mean growth of 7,2 months and exceeded the predicted mean 
score by 2, 9. months. Through the statistical analysis of these 
data the t value of 6.29 was obtained, which was significant 

at the .01 level with 331 degrees of freedom. 

Thus, the "hard data" obtained through the Instruments 
to evaluate Obiective #1. Indicates that in this Important 
dimension of reading skill development and performance, the 
students did progress beyond their previous records of achieve- 
ment and therefore , the TOPS Program did achieve Ob iectlve 
#1 , " " ^ 

Evaluatio n Obiective #2 i The findings related to 
Evaluation Obiec tive #2 report: thg- extent to which the program, 
as actually carried out, coincided with the program as described 
m the Project Proposal. 

Finding s of Evaluation Obiective #2 s The evaluation 
°f Evaluation Ob Ie ctlve #2 Includes data fr-nm the Implementation 
Checklist, the Evaluation Form for Classroom Observations and 
interviews with many persons involved in the TOPS Program. 

This section Includes the findings of the extent 
and quality of implementation of the various personnel functions. 

_ Supervisor. On tha basis of the evaluator's total work 
with the TOPS Froaram. It is the Judgment of the evaluator, that 
the supervisor ranks at the "99th percentile" In terms of 
supervision, leadership and administration of the program. He 
Is an outstanding professional educator, with a rare combination 
of expertise and the concomitant ability to organize and adminis- 
ter a complex, at times controversial, and at all times an 
important and high priority program. He further has the sterling 
mixture of softness and toughness in human deals ion-making. 
There are many people who are Involved in the success of the 
TOPS Program, This evaluator ascribes the most potent Influence 
and Impact to this leader. 

Supervi sory assistants . They are also very competent 
^^^^^^^Sent professionals. They work well as a team, know 

■-.11 . 
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Che techritcal and specialized aspects of the TOPS Program , 
provide excellent administrative support, and impiement the 
supervisoiry and training function to a superior level. 

The teacher- trainers . The teacher- trainers are all 
expert and competent professionals. They carry out the program 
duties In a serious manner. The teacher- trainers provide the 
close link between the central office and the schools. While 
working with teachers In the classroom or in conference they 
do their %TOrk with a high degree of effectiveness. If they see 
a weakness in a classroom situation, they offer Immediate sug- 
gestions and assistance. The teacher- trainers also work with 
the department chairman and principal when the situation 
requires . 

Reading coordlri a tn-rs . In the schools where the TOPS 
Program Is large enough to have reading coordinators, It was 
observed Chat they were in the large majorltv excellent read- 
ing teachers. They Implement their duties well, work effectlvelv 
with the English chairman, and most importantly work effectively' 
with the colleague teachers and the educational assistants. 

Reading Teachers . The findings through the Implementation 
Checklist indicate that there Is a high degree of congruency 
between the. program design and program Implementation with 
respect co the timctlons of the teachers. Thensare 38 activities 
and phases of the program that were evaluated through the check- 
list. These activities were carried out consistently in the 
highest majority of the schools. 

In the entire program there was only one high school 
in which two teachers were assigned to official classes. The 
problem was rectified within several months. 

In the data to be reported in the section about the 
Evaluat ion Form for Classroom Observations ^ it Is further 
noted that "teacher attitudes" and "teacher prepartatloh" received 
4.64 and 4.51 respectively. These mean racings on a 5 point 
scale, with 5 signifying an excellent rating, point to the fact 
that n the overall the TOPS teachers are very superior. 

. Educational Assi stants . The educational assistants are 
satisfactory. They carry out the duties as outlined in the 
Program Proposal, , 



^ Findings of Evaluation Form for ClassroQm Observations . 

Ten elements obtained from the evaluation foCTii are reported 
in Table 1, page 10* 

Teacher Attitudes toward TOPS ranked first with a 4.64 
rating* Posltii/e teacher attitudes indicated an understanding 
of the importance of the TOPS Program , 

Learning Environment ranked second with a rating of 
4 .52* Minimal disciplinary problems i good sel^f -direction, 
and maximal learning time are an Integral characteristic ^of 
the class operation. 

Teacher Preparation for Class ranked third with a 
rating of 4 * 51 . l Good organization and planning, establishment 
of routines, and constant checking and' feedback of students* 
work was commonly observed • 

Educational Assistants Performance ranked fourth with : 
a rating of 4.50* They perform their duties, are enthusiastic 
abdut the work, and provide supplementary tutorial assistance 
for the students. 



Quality of Class Activities ranked fifth with a rating 
of 4.47 . Class activities emphasize an individualized 
diagnostic and prescriptive approach. A wide variety of 
materials and activities are commonly observed, 

Oualitv of InstruGtlonal Materials ranked sixth with 
a rating of 4.46. The Instructional materials are rich in 
variety, multi-levels 5 high ethnic Interest, high urban focus,., 
and appropriate length* 

Implementation of Program Oblectlves ranked s eventh 
with a rating of 4. 41 . Through con.^tant checking students 
could see Incremental growth In the various reading skills. 

Studentfs Attitudes ranked eighth with a rating of 
4.15. The vast majority of tii© students observed in the TOPS 
classes had positive attitudes. They entered the classroom, 
went to the file and pulled their folder, noted their work for 
the day, got their materials, went to work, at times conferred 
with the teacher or educational assistant, finished the work, 
checked the work, logged the results, returned the folders 
thereby completing- a "good class job^ " : - 



TABLE I 

ANALYSIS OF ELEMENTS IN TOPS CLASSES 



Elements ■ - 


Rank 


Mean 
Rating' 




1 


4, 64 


Learning Environment 


2 


4.52 


Teacher Preparation for Class 


3 


- 4.51 


Educational Assistant Perfomance 


4 


4.50 


Quality of Class Activities 


5 


4.47 


Quality of Instructional Materials 


6 


4.46 


Implementation of Program Objectives 


7 


4.41 


Student's Attitudes 


g 


4.15 


Student's Work 


9 


4. 05 


Facilities 


10 


4.01 



'•Rattng scale valuei 5 for excellent, 4 for very good, 
3 for good, 2 for fair and 1 for poor. 



Student ' s Work ranked ni nt- h fh fl rating of 4.05. 
The TOPS Proaram Is task oriented. About 1/4 of the students 
did a great amount of work, about 1/2 of the students completed 
a good amount of work, and about 1/4 of the students completed 
an adequate or fair amotjmt of work. V 

, _ ; Facilities were ranked tenth with a rating of 4 . 01 . 
About 1/4 of the facilities were rated as eKceptionai in terms 
of space, lighting and ambience. Most of the facilities were . 
very good and about five were considered too small. 
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. In conclusion, the overall rating of the elements 
reported in Table 1, was very favorable regarding the students, 
the faculty and educational assistants, the materials, the 
class format, and the facilities. 

_ _ Statement of Discrepancy Analysis . Other than one 
situation which was rectified within a short period, the TOPS . 
grosram was implemented according to the guidelines of the 
Project Proposal. 

_ Servici ng the Needs of the Specific Target Population . 

The TOPS Pro rani Hid mu>r•^r^ th" nppf1> of the specific target 
population. These were Title 1 Optional Assignment students 
m grades .9-12, whose reading ability was a minimum of two 
years below grade level based on the Metropolitan Reading Tests. 

^ Statement-, about Last Prior Evaluation Recommendations . 

In the last prior evaluation, two recommendat tons were cited 
in the current Project Proposal! First, provide for detection 
of visual or auditory problems . The response to this recom- 
mendation was that the Health Education Department would be 
asked to cooperate in giving appropriate tests. Because of 
budget problems, this recommendation received the regular 
type of assistance through the normal referral process. 



The second recommendation was to integrate reading 
skills development with subject area curriculum. The most 
formal response to this recommendation was that .most of the 
reading coordinators were invited to speak on the topic of 
"Integrating reading skills development with subject area 
curriculum." In addition, most of the TOPS teachers initiated 
informal meetings with various subject teachers in order to 
help students develop needed vocabulary and appropriate reading 
skills . 

Reading I nstitutes and Conferences . TOPS Proaram 
personnel were invited to attend and participate in the 
several Reading Institutes and Conferences that were organized 
through the Office of the Title 1 High School Reading Programs. 
These training sessions provided excellent assistance for 
the newer personnel. They also served as a forum for new ideas 
In the field of reading. 
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CHAPTER IVi SmMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 



_ This chapter tncludesi 1. the surmary of major findings , 

2 . conGluslons , 3 . racommendations , and 4 . statement of program 
continuation. 



Summary of the major findings. . The major findings of 
this evaluation ares 



1. The Students in the TOPS Program did progr^.gR h^ynnd 
their previous record of achievement in reading skills develop- 
ment* Therefore/ the TOPS Program did achieve Evaluation 
Objective #1. 

2, The TOPS Proaram implementation coincided to a very 
high extent w^lth the program as described- In^the Project Pro- 
posal/ Specifically I the following factors served to maximize 
the effectiveness and success of the programi ^ 

/ 2*1 TPPS had the benefit of superior leadership and 
management. " 

2.2 Competent teacher- trainers provided effective 
assistance i 

2.3 The Instructional team, which Included the 
reading coordinators, reading teachers, educational assistants* 
the teacher- trainers, and of ten the English chairman, collabora ted 
in a highly productive manner. 



2.4 A majority of the students were highly motivated, 
only a few caused disciplinary problems, and many worked hard 
in the TOPS Program to improve their reading skills. 

2.5 The reading skills lab foraat, which was organized 
to provide individualized, small class, and diagnostic and 
prescriptive instruction was an Important factor in the success 
of the TOPS Program. 

2.6 The abundant instructional materials and eoulpment ^ 
were Instrumental in making the TOPS Program a learning center 

J^hlch was both Interesting and attractive for the students, 

2.7 The TOPS Frogram classroom^ fani 11 ti in gfinprfll ^ 
were very satisfactory. .\ ' ■ . 

' 2,8, One of _the problems of the TOPS Program was 'the ; ; j;^ 

truancy of about id to 15 per cent o^ 
- - to the program. These students did not want, or possibly did 
hot iinder stand the value of the program, or possibly would 
benefit from the program. The reasons for the truancy behavior ; 
= = are_dlverse_and__ complex and mainly^ outside the: context of the ~ - . 
program. :v : , • : \ _: . " - : . ; . . „:; 
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.Conclusions I The ma jor conclusions of this evaluation 



■ for ^rnri^nt-^H P^^ ProB ram is designed as a success escperienoe 
tor students. The program is provided in a non- threatening ' 
rha?®^;..,^? ;P^^ Program is an excellent model which Indilates - 
that many^of the students, who have had a long history of 

i^^^®' te reached. It is apparent that a sizeable 

number of students did participate and -benefit- through the 
program. Therefore, TOET 1 s a "success program." 

=,r,H ^' effective central office organization, supervision 

^t^rS?!^^^''°^°^''^ high level of Implementation . 

PropoJalf accordLng to the guidelines of the Project y 

: ^ 3' Thg instructional team approach is an excellent 
way to make rapid progress in a relatively new area of the 
curriculum in the high school. 

_ 4. The reading skills lab operates in such a way that 

the students are active learners rather than listening to someone 
ni^f. Since the TO^ Program was organized as a small 

Class unit, It was possible for the teachers and the educational 
assistants to provide frequent one-to-one Instruction. It 
IS apparent that as the students began to imderstand the 
routines for self-direction, they were able to maximize the 
amount of time they spend on reading developmental skills mastery. 

5. The Reading Institutes and Training Conferences 
served as an excellent means of training new TOPS personnel, 
of up-grading teachers, and exchanging, new Ideas. ' ' ■ 

_ 6' The TOPS_J^gra benefitted because of various 

tactors. It had abumdant and solid instructional materials 
and very satisfactory facilities . However, the most important 
components were the human resources, who encouraged and 
motivated and taught the students so that they could achieve 
the progress they did in an important area of reading skills 
development. 

7. For years, educators have extolled the virtues 
of Individualized, diagnostic and prescriptive instruction. 
This type of instructional organization is still in its 
earlier stages of development. Nevertheless, the TOPS Program 
has implemented this instructional mode and the results have 
been positive. 



• offu-reds - .... 

1. Retain the present emphasis on the small class , 
Individualized, and diagnostic format of the TOPS Program . 

2. Continue to emphasize the success model and the 
non- threatening approach for these students who have had 

abundant experiences of failure in their previous academic 
■life. 

3. Continue the instructional team approach which 
includes the teaoher- trainers , reading coordinators, reading 
teachers , educational assistants and department chairman, 

3, Continue the in-service training program which 
provides new Information and concepts in the field of 
remedial reading' in the high schools. 

4, Continue to purchase Instructional materials 
that will expand the motivational 'interests of the students . 

5, Budget some funds which will pennit the replenishing 
of keys, answer sheets, and other expendable and usable 
materials. 



6. Persuade the principals In the high schools where 
the facilities are crowded to provide more satisfactory 
rooms. 

7. Retain, if possible, the leadership of the present 
supervisor of the program. 

. ^ Statement of Program Contlnuat-i on . Continue and if 
possible expand the TOPS Prog ram because its purpose Is critical 
and its benefits are Important for the students that it serves . 
J^^^Pf^h®?^ organization of the TOP Program Is an excellent 
approach to provide a dynamic educational program for servtclng 
the needs of the target population. 
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. CHAPTER Vi EXEMPLARY PROGRAM ABSTRACT 

The Skills Remediation In Reading for Optional Ass tgn- 
ment ProBram, (commonly referred to as TOPS ) was oonducted for 
4569 studencs In 27 high schools from September 1, 1974 to June 
■30, 1975..-". :...y .. \ J. V:".--.-. 

The component codes for the TOPS Program were 60815 and 
60816. -— — ^ 

* ' . . ■ 

Evaluation Objective #1 was to daterTnlTO whether, as a 
result of participation In the Remedial Reading Project, the 
reading grade of the students will show a stattstleally slg.* 
nScant difference between the real posttest score and the 
predicted posttest score» The evaluation instruments for Objective 
#1 were the Metropolitan Aohievement Tes ts in Reading , Forms H, ^ 
F, and u at trie Intermediate or Advanced Levels. 

Evaluation Objective #2 was to determine 
which the programp as actually carried out, coinolded with the 
program as described in the Project Proposal, The evaluation 
instruments for Oblectlve 2 were the Implementation Checklist 
and the Evaluation Form for Classroom ObBervations, " 1 

The thrust of the program was that of individualized . 
instruction using diagnostic prescriptive techniques in the 
reading skills lab. Since the class size was limited to 15 
students, they received optimum attention and Instruction based 
on the analysis of their strengths and weaknesses In readlngV 



' Data were obtained from 3704 of the 4569 (81.1 per cent) 
students In the TOPS Program . 

The major findings were I 

The students in the TOPS Program did progress beyond 
their previous record of achievement m reading skills develop- 
ment. 

The TOPS Program Implementation coincided to a very 
high extent with the program as described In the Project .Proposal. 
Specifically, the follomng factors served to maximize the 
effectiveness of the programs 1. TOPS had the benefit of superior 
leadershipp 2. Competent teacher- trainers provided effective 
assistance . 3 . The instrnjctional team, ^Ich Included the 
reading coordinators, reading teachers, educational assistants, " 
"the- teacher- trainers , and often the English chalrmattr collar 
in a highly productive manner; 4. The reading skills lab format 
and the abundant materialsr and the small class size facllltated- 
an individualized, diagnostic and prescriptive organization which- 
was very effective in achieving the objective of the program. 
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Usi Mli 30Av for Hiitorleal Eegresiion^ Dgslftn (S-Stip Formula) for Reading (Engliih) ^ Math (EngUlh); Riadin| (Non»^ 
English)| Math (Non-English),,; ^ ^^^^^^^ . . .. - 

30Ai Standardised Test Reiults, 

. 1 ; In the Table bfloWi enter the requeatid Informatiori abaut'tiii taits usid to iviluate tha effictivaness of niajor 
■ projicC GOmponents/activltiis in achieving disired pbjeetivcs, This fori riquirei meani obtain^ froni scoris 
in the foriD of grade equivalant units as proeassed by tha 6 itip formula (laa Districj lvajuator -s; Han . 
Selected Evaluation PraeediraS i pi 4549), Bafora conipliting this tabla, read alV to^ Attach additional 

,......jhaitS;lf,lieQil^ ■ 
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-' ly Idintify the test uied and year of publication CMAT-SSj CAT-TO, itc). 
V2/ Total numbar of participants in the activity, 

.3/.:ldgntlfy the pirtieipants by spiclfic grade level (e.g., grade 3, |radi 5), When leviral |Mdei are corabinedj enter 

the last two dl|its of the component code,^ ^ ; V : ^ 

4/ Total nuniber of patticipants included in the pre and posttest calculationa, , 
5/ Specify level of statistical signiflcincfl obtained (e.g., p 5 ,05; PivOi'i 



• OFFICE_CF ED'JCATIQI'i^^L' EV.'-.LUATIQIl > DATA 103S FORM 
Jauich to KB, .i^crr.JOQ) Function. tf ^^'SgSJ ? 



■ " In this table enter all im Inforn'.aLlon. Between MIR, item #30 and this for^i, all partlcipanti • 
.ia eachiactivity Buit be accounted for* The coniponent and activity codis used in conipleE Ion of iceniSO 
should be used here so that the tvo tables nifltch, See definitions below table for further instrucEionSi 
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(1) Identify the participants by specific grada level {e.gi, grade 3, grade 9). Where siveral gridis ifi eoabittd, 

enter the last two digits;of the component- code, ^ 

(2) Identify the test used and year of publicatioiv pT-TO, SM-74, ^ 

(3) Number of participants in the activity, 

(4) Number of participants included in the pre and pesttest calculations found on iten#30. 

(5) Nucber and percent of participanti not tested and/or not analyzed on iteirfBO, . ' 

(6) Spicify all reaions why atudenta were not teitid and/or inalyzed. for each reason apeclflid, provide a lipiriCi 
- - nmbef count. If any further docmintatlon- Is available,: pliaaa attach. to t fom, If further .ipiei.il i 

needed to specify and explain" dica loss, attach additional pagii to this form, 



